I
t is a pleasure to serve as guest editor for this special issue of OTJR: Occupation, Participation & Health, which presents examples of current thinking and practice in the use of qualitative methods. The article by Frank and Polkinghorne aims to describe the main qualitative approaches that have been used in occupational therapy and identify the philosophical and theoretical issues that these methods were designed to address. The authors take up the effects of the "linguistic turn" in 20th century philosophy on theories and methods in the social sciences, and consider how these effects inform a new generation of qualitative research in occupational therapy. This background sets the stage for readers to engage with the four qualitative research articles that follow.
Since the early 1980s, three main qualitative traditions-ethnography, phenomenology, and grounded theory-have made it possible to investigate occupational therapy settings and interventions, the everyday lives of people with disabilities and of caregivers, and the construct of occupation in diverse populations. It is important to notice that the studies featured in this issue all focus on themes of experience and meaning. Alsaker and Josephsson investigate the experience of everyday activities of women with chronic rheumatic conditions. Erikson et at. examine the experience of gaps in occupations for survivors 1 year after stroke. Larson studies parents' cognitive strategies to maintain their own well-being while caring for children with disabilities. Laliberte Rudman et al. study older adults with low vision who take risks to maintain customary occupations that they value. The study of experience and meaning is the hallmark of qualitative methods. Thus, we should expect qualitative methods to occupy a prominent place in occupational therapy research concerned with engagement in purposeful, meaningful activity.
However, is there a difference among the main qualitative methods of ethnography, phenomenology, and grounded theory? If each of these traditions helps us to access experience and meanings, does it matter which method a researcher uses or are they designed to produce the same kind of understanding? The studies in this issue appear to mix and match methods and techniques taken from the three main traditions. What criteria should be used to assess the worth of a qualitative research study? Should qualitative approaches be followed exactly as described in the methods literature, or is it all right to alter them? Are the methods being used appropriately to their full potential? What kinds of findings should we look for?
We ask readers to keep these questions in mind as they acquaint themselves with the creative and disciplined efforts of the highly adept qualitative researchers featured here. 
